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In a recent paper in the Turkish Journal of Zoology 27
(2003): 101-140, by Demir, the shells of Mollusca
collected from the Turkish seas between 1951 and 1982
were examined and a list of 610 species determined was
given. The distribution of the species according to the
Turkish coasts was also provided in the same research. I
have some comments concerning the paper that I hope
will contribute to the knowledge of the biological
diversity of the Turkish seas.
1. The author, according to the title, treats Mollusca
shells collected. But the word “shell” is used only
for the dead animal’s shell in malacological
literature. If the author used it advisedly, then the
distribution given for the species in our seas may
be inaccurate. Generally, information on species
distribution should preferably be based on living
animals.
2. In the species list given, the systematic
classification is as in Sabelli et al. (1990) but some
infra subspecific categories like “var. ex forma”
and “var. ex color” have also been used by the
author. Situations in which these infra subspecific
categories, which may cause confusion at times,
may be used are stated in the International Code
of Zoological Nomenclature (Chapters 4 and 10),
which took effect on 1 January, 2000.
3. Some of the species included in the list as different
and valid species are synonyms (Table).
It can easily be seen in Sabelli et al. (1990), the
paper that the author referred to while forming
the species list, that these species are synonyms.
Furthermore, many changes have recently been
made to the systematic classification of Sabelli et

al. (1990). For this reason, if an up-to-date
classification like that presented in CLEMAM had
been referred to in the preparation of a list like
this, it could have helped in reducing the errors
which have occurred in some of the species names.
Additionally, as is presented in the Table, Ringicula
minutula Locard, 1897 has no distribution area in
the Mediterranean Sea.
4. Potamopyrgus jenkinsi (Smith, 1889), Theodoxus
danubialis (Pfeiffer, 1828) and Theodoxus
fluviatilis (Linnaeus, 1758) are species of fresh and
brackish waters. For example, T. fluviatilis may
occur in water basins characterised by brackish
water connected with the Black Sea (Butakov et
al., 1997). The species at issue in this research
may have been found in estuaries or in lakes
connected to seas. However, the fact that no
explanatory information has been given within the
discussion part of the article, leads to the
conclusion that these are marine species, which is
impossible.
5. The aim of the research has been expressed within
the introduction to the article as giving some
general information about the Mollusca fauna
living in Turkish seas. Although 468 references
have been given, the study has been prepared
without considering much recent research (see
Öztürk and Cevik, 2000) on Mollusca fauna of the
Turkish coasts. Moreover, although a long list of
literature has been provided, it is not clear which
one had been cited for any particular information.
6. It is clear from the acknowledgements in the
article that the author has prepared the article
without any support. But when the references are

* Muzaffer Demir has declined to reply to Bilal Öztürk’s letter about his article because of his current serious health problems. We wish him a speedy
recovery.
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Table. Some of the synonym names used in the species list given in the article.
Synonym

Valid name

Remarks

Caecum tenue Milaschewitsch, 1912
Cyclope donovania Risso, 1826
Cyclope westerlundi Brusina,1900
Bela aegeensis (Reeve, 1844)
Bela ginnania (Risso, 1826)
Mangeliella pusilla (Scachi, 1836)
Pseudoacteon pusillinus (Forbes, 1844)

Caecum armoricum de Folin, 1869
Cyclope neritea (Linnaeus, 1758)
Cyclope neritea (Linnaeus, 1758)
Bela nebula (Montagu, 1803)
Bela nebula (Montagu, 1803)
Mangelia multilineolata (Deshayes, 1835)
? Liocarenus globulinus (Forbes, 1844)

According to Aartsen (1988)

Ringicula minutula Locard, 1897

Distributed along the coasts of the Atlantic Ocean far from the Mediterranean Sea. It has
been reported as a result of an erroneous species identification from the Mediterranean
basin (Sabelli et al., 1992: 424 and CLEMAM).

Palliolum testae (Philippi, 1836 ex Bivona ms)
Chlamys flagellatus Lamarck, 1819
Pododesmus squamula (Linnaeus, 1758)

Palliolum incomparabile (Risso, 1826)
Chlamys flexuosa (Poli, 1795)
Heteranomia squamula (Linnaeus, 1758)

checked, the author seems to have done little or
no previous work on the phylum Mollusca. For
example, in identifying some groups like Turridae
(now Conidae), a family in which species
identification is very difficult, no professional
assistance has apparently been received from a
specialist, and this leads me to be suspicious of
confirmation of the species, at least in part.

2. Findings should have been evaluated in the light of
recent studies, especially those covering Turkish
seas.
3. Ecological information should have been given on
the species, based either on the results achieved at
the end of the study or on the literature within the
references.

As a result, in spite of the fact that the article has been
published nearly 25 years after the last sampling date,
this research could have been more useful for researchers
working in the field of malacology if the criteria below
had been taken into consideration during the preparation
of the work:

4. The discussion part of the article based on original
research, containing 610 species and providing
468 references, should comprise some
explanatory notes, especially on some polemical
species, whereas in fact the discussion part
consists of just a few sentences, which fail to deal
with any of the points at issue.

1. Species should have been classified according to
the recent systematic arrangement, avoiding
confusing infrasubspecific categories.

In conclusion, although the article provides some data
on Mollusca species of the Turkish seas, it includes
systematic confusion and some questionable information.
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